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Senator Russell Feingold

U.S. Senate

506 Hart Senate Office Building
Teshingion, DC 20510-0001

. Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feingold:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minuies a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone whe uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Diana Driver

ce:
The Federal Communications Comizission
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snator Paul Sarbanes
" -nate
Senate Office Building
-, DT 20510-0001

-al-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Sarbanes:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund {UUSF) collection method to a month]g flat fee. Memg of your constituents, includine me, my friends, fa.milg and neie.]:]:)ors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who nse more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doins s0.

A lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or ‘pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure |
am charged fairy. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continne to spread the word to my community. ] request you pass

along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Siucerelq,

Delma Windsor

oo
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Bill Nelson

US.Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Builclina
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-4D

Dear Senator Nelson:

] have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF} collection method to.a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, lncludiug me, my friends, family and ne; ¥s,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As gou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Hf the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wiselq should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly tncreases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the UST from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it wonld have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which lam & member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with mont]:n.lg newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While | am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure 1
am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a {lat fee system soon and without legislation.

Jwill continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass

along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them knowhowa flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constifuency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing abount your position on this matter.

Sincere]g,

Sharen Rop

cc: A
The Fedéral Commuinications Commission
SV B Cihe .
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Senator Johnny Isakson %\20

US. Senate

120 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Isakson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As youn know, 1USFis currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. H the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of Jong distance, paygs the same
amount into the fund as someone who nses zero minutes of long distance & month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax conld cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income yesidential and raral consumers, to give up their phones due to unatfordable monthly increases on theix bills. Shifting
the {unding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unpeCessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthlg newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my sexvice will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass

along my concerns to the FCC on my behal, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincereig,
Judy Veal

The Federal Ccn_nmuniqgtions Commission
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November 1,2000 1141 AM

Senator Elizabeth Dole

US. Senate

93553 Dirksen Senate Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Sexvice CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthlq flat fee. Mang of your constituents, inc]uding me, my friends, family and neiél:.‘nors,
will be negattvely impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on & revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the FCC changes
that system to a {lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of Jong distance a month. Constitnents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-~
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shitting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and nnnecessary. In addition, it would have a
higlxlg detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date infoymation ontheirwebsite; including links to FOC information. Whilelam aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost move. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans io change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

['will continne o monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately atfect those in your

constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerell],

Linda Rose

cc . .
The Federal Communications Commission .
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Senator Elizabeth Dole

U.S. Senate

555 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses ong thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
ConstituentsAvho use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
uniecessary. In addition, it wouid have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flai fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, A o

Douglas Merwin

cc: B ‘.: S

The Federal Conimtiunications Commission * .
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Senator Thad Cochran

U.S. Senate

113 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Cochran:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the ¥FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that systerm to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Diane David -
cc: S
The Federal Communications Commission N

gt F oo



- _CENED&WNSPEGIL

Novemge MAIEROBYM

James Coulter
3614 N. Hereford Lane , Philadelphia, PA 19114-1909

Representative Allyson Schwartz
U.S. House of Representatives

423 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Schwartz:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coaliition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to .ate information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not -equire companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consu ner I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. An¢ according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee s ystem soon and without legislation.

I will continue to munitor developments on the issue and continue fo spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

James Coulter -

ce: i :
The Federal Comtnunications Comtnission
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Senator Hillary Clinton

US. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know;, USF is currently collected on @ revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for cloina 80.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unatfordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would havea
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on theirwebsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or ‘pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without Jegislation,

Iwill continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue tospread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalt, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constitnency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelg.

John Berds

cc: .
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2000 1152 AM

Senator Lindsey Graham

US.Senate

200 Russell Senate Office Builclina

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Graham:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USP) collection methed to a menthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low~
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unatfordable monthly increases on their bills, Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volnme users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
bighly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. ‘While | am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or 'pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to @ numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings _with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

Iwill continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your

constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerelg.

Donna Zanlerwslu

cc: e "
The Federal Co:qﬁ:qqicatioq%.pgmmission
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Senator Debbie Stabenow

U.S. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard Lesko

The Federal Com:ﬁunicatié)ps”'Cqu‘jr‘l_is‘sion
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Senator Lamar Alexander

U.S. Senate

302 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Alexander:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. Ir addition, it would Lave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely, -

Billy Hewitt

co: : _ it

The Federal Communications Commuission: " *
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Senator John Thune _
U.S. Senate

383 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Thune:

[ have serious concemns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Paula Heinricy

CCl

The Federal Communications Commission
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patricia hendricks G- MAILROQ}
po box 217 , CAMP WOOD, TX 78833

November 1, 2005 11:35 AM

Senator Kay Hutchison

U.S. Senate

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Hutchison:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the UST issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

patricia hendricks

cc: T 4
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 11:28 AM

Senator Hillary Clinton ~C- MAILROO}*
U.S. Senate " :
476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

[

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton;

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
aftect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

John S. Nelson

cC! .-f{ DR ‘

The Federal Communications Gommission

]
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Representative John Doolittle
US.House of Representatives

2410 Ragl)um House Office Buildjng
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645

Dear Repreaentative Doolittle:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of gour constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfaiz change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses rexo minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance nsers, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from higll volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would havea
bighly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
todate infonnation on theirwebsite, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not reguire
companies to recover, or "pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure |
am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to & numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and Ilook forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelg,

Thomas Wetmore

cc

The Féderal_ Communicaﬁous Commission

TR te e 1ty Ty : "o et B Y
M H 4



Dean Vernon ; S

106 Woodland Ct. #2 , Laurel, MD 20707
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Senator Paul Sarbanes e

U.8. Senate : C MAILH
309 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

(0,00

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Sarbanes:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many fow-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Dean Vernon

cc: :
The Federal Communications - Commission
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Aaron Mitchneck
95 Wyoming St. , Wilkes-Barre, PA 18702
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November 1, 2005 11:05 AM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up o date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes 1o a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Aaron Mitchneck

ce: ,
The Federal Communications Comriission
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Leon J Wlazlo E
127 Nelson Frank Rd , Deposit, NY 13754 ~C.- MA"-HOO{

November 1,2005 11:35 AM

Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately

affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, |

Leon J Wlazlo - -

cc: ‘ :
The Federal Commumcanons Commnasmn
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Diane Crupe
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November 1, 2005 11:27 AM

Representative Alan Moliohan
U.S. House of Representatives
23(2 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Representative Mollohan:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to iow-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep UST Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass aiong my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Diane Crupe

cc: : Co e

The Federal Communications'Commission
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Senator John Warner P o

U.S. Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Warner:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system 1o a {lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Leslie Sherwood

CCl
The Federal Communications Commission
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PO Box 393, San Quentin, CA 94964

November 1, 2005 11:04 AM

Representative Lynn Woolsey

U.S. House of Representatives

2263 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 ‘%EWED—ENQPEM .

7 mn : ;
Dear Representative Woolsey: § DEC 3 0 2005 !
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (F(::G):p?eilti_o m@ ‘
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your. GQIJSLM g me,

my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Meg Brizzolara -

cc: -
The Federal Communications Commniission
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marie peruski
5153 Gratiot Rd. , Saint Clair, M1 48079-1234

November 1, 2005 11:27 AM

Senator Carl Levin

1.8, Senate

269 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Levin:

1 have serious concems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method 10 a monthiy flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer ] would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will ¢ost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request

you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, _
marie pél.’llskli,. _

ce: . EESEEE R Y T .
The Federal Compiurications Commission
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Representative Ginny Brown-Waite
U.S. House of Representatives

414 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Brown-Waite:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {FCC) position to change th
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimenta! effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, ot "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Joan Thomquist

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Jon Corzine

U.S. Senate

502 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Corzine:

I have sericus concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to.change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that systemn to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward 1o hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Lynn Littlepage

cc:
FCC General Email Box



